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IiOrd, the breaking and shedding of which, res- 
pectively, were proclaimed and commemorated 
in the Eucharist. He then urges the necessity 
«rf a matfs frying himself-^ascertaining whether 
he is in a proper frame of mind— before he pre- 
sumes to eat of the bread and drink of the cup ; 
" For he who eateth and drinketh unworthily, 
eateth and drinketh judgment to himself (brings 
on himself those extraordinary divine visitations, 
inch as sickness and even death, by which many 
of the offenders were then punished), not discern- 
ing the Lord's body ; i.e., not discriminating, as 
he should, the sacred-character of the ordinance, 
and not forming a proper judgment of what the 
eucharistic elements of bread and wine sym- 
bolized. 

Such was the state of things which the apos- 
tle condemns and corrects in the passage before 
us. It is obvious that, whilst the particular 
abuse to which he points has long since ceased 
to exist, the spirit of his remarks, on the frame 
of mind necessary for a due reception of the 
Eucharist, is applicable in all ages of the Church. 
The sincere Protestant most cordially and fully 
accepts the apostle's statements, and feels no 
difficulty whatever in reconciling them with 
his Church's views as to the nature of the pre- 
tence in the Eucharist. He does not believe 
that the Lord's body is corporeally received in 
the sacrament ; and, therefore, he admits that, 
i'm this sense, he neither does nor can " discern 
the Lord's body." But he does believe that the 
Lord is present, and that His body and blood 
u are verily and indeed taken and received by the 
faithful "in " a heavenly and spiritual manner ;" 
and that, when they are thus received, they are 
spiritually discerned. And he further believes 
that if any person receives the Eucharistic ele- 
-ments unworthily (i.e., without being in a proper 
frame of mind for doing so), he exposes him- 
self to the judgment of God, because he does 
not discriminate the spiritual presence of the 
body (and blood) of the Lord, or duly appre- 
ciate the greatness of the benefit which the sacred 
ordinance was designed to bestow. 

We may add, in conclusion, that the notion 
which the writer of this letter seems to enter- 
tain as to the impossibility of the word " dis- 
cerning" denoting spiritual perception, is not 
Only contradicted by the usage of the term, 
but is utterly at variance with the meaning 
attached to the original word (rWxp/iw) by the 
Vulgate version and by St. Chrysostom. The 
Vulgate renders the word by dijudicans ; and 
Chrysostom gives the following explanation of 
it,, fiq el-eraXfov, fin evvoiov u>c ypy, to fieye$o$ Ttov 
■Xponetfiivmv, fit] \oyt%Ofievoq tov Oynav t^c iwpeas, 

that is, " not searching out, not reflecting on 
as he ought the greatness of the subject, not 
considering the dignity of the gift." 

We hope this explanation will be satisfactory 
to bo:Ii our correspondent and our general 
readers. 
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ON THE TEMPORAL PUNISHMENT OF SIN, 
AND THE ROMAN CATHOLIC DOCTRINE 
OF INTENTION. 

TO THE EDITOR OF THE CATHOLIC LAYMAN. 

Sib,— The superior tone of your paper to that of the 
generality of publications on the same side of controversy 
causes me to observe with surprise, that the editor should ad- 
mft into his columns arguments addressed solely ad igno - 
rantiam Lectoris, of which class I meet with two in one 
page, in the number for April 17. 

On the subject of purgatory, one writer asks, where in 
the Old or New Testament is to be fonnd the distinction 
between the eternal and the temporal punishment of sin. 
Did he ever read the iii. chap, of Genesis, where, on the 
very first announcement of the consequences of sin, they 
**• paknbly distinguished ? or the xii. 2 Sam., where the 
shi of David is pronounced by the prophet forgiven, as to 
iXa fatal consequence, and the punishment or satisfaction as 
expressly exacted from him ? The margin of the autho- 
rised version contains a reference to the xxxii. psalm, 



where David save (most lately alluding to the words of the 
prophet) , "Thou forgwves* the iniquity of ay sut:' thus 
in terms mm ling the distinction in question, which is also 
illustrated in the xxiv. 2 Sam., as also in the life of Abra- 
ham, of Jacob, and, signally, in that of Moses, who must, 
if there be no such distinction, have died in a state of re- 
probation, as he certainly died under a temporal punish- 
ment imposed on asm committed many years before. 

The other argument ad ignorantiam which I have to 
notice is the assertion, that St. Thomas Aquinas does not, 
in a certain place quoted, affirm the sufficiency of the ex- 
pression of intention by the use of the prescribed word*. 
Of what value is this statement to the argument, if St. 
Thomas does affirm it in another place in terms that admit 
of no dispute? Now, Surara. iii., liv., that great divine 
distinctly states that such expression is sufficient, " unless 
the contrary be expressed, either by the minister or the 
recipient." 

I would add a word on this subject of intention, which 
seems likely to be applicable after any amount of discus- 
sion similar to that which I find in your columns. Sup- 
posing it proved, that the prevalent modern opinion in the 
Church makes it impossible for a Catholic to have an 
absolute certainty of the validity of any religious rite which 
he receives, is the Catholic bound to adopt this prevalent 
opinion (when other views are permitted him), in order to 
gratify you by placing himself on the horns of a dilemma ? 
Or, should he be so obliging, can you reward him by 
admission into a system which supplies an absolute cer- 
tainty that even the outward ritual has been complied with 
on every occasion in which he may be retrospectively 
interested. On what do the multitude depend in England 
for the validity of the rites of their Church ? Is it on their 
own means Jif establishing the soundness of the ordination 
of Archbishop Parker? Or what guarantee is there for 
the baptism of the last century in a Church of which but 
a small minority are to be found among the clergy who 
believe the supernatural efficacy, or the necessity, of that 
sacrament? Such discussions as are now carried on, 
about individual dogmas, are utterly useless. Where the 
principle of implicit faith in the Redeemer as having made 
a perpetual provision for the poor and ignorant, as well as 
for the learned, in a visible institntion, and by miraculous 
agency, is wanting, if that person remain or become a 
Protestant, he is at least consistent ; where that principle 
is present, it is in vain to get up sham-fights between 
authors of any age ; nor will the cleverest dilemmas, or the 
most terrible tableaux of possibilities, awaken the desired 
degree of alarm. Is such a faith sound, or is it a supersti- 
tion ? If the first, the Church is easily found, but not so 
demonstrative certainty in matters of religion. If the 
latter, the Church is easily found in another sense, having 
no other residence or attributes than those of the individual 
inquirer. 

I remain, sir, yours, &c., 

F. H. Nash. 

[We have heard a piece of advice ironically given to con- 
troversial writers : " If you find the argument of an oppo- 
nent troublesome to answer, put something into his month 
that you can answer, and answer that." Upon this advice 
our present correspondent has acted ; we are sure, not 
with any unfair intention, but from sheer carelessness. 
It requires no great stretch of charity to impute it to the 
latter cause, for the more experience we get in controversy 
the more we are driven to the conclusion, that one of the 
rarest of attainments is the power of quoting correctly, 
so few do we find who are able to copy accurately, or else 
report faithfully the substance of, a few short sentences. 

In our April number, p. 42, we had asked "where this 
distinction between the temporal and eternal punishment of 
sin is mentioned in the New Testament?" Our correspon- 
dent first alters our question into where this distinction is 
mentioned in the Old or New Testament, and then answers 
it to his satisfaction by producing some passages from the 
Old Testament where a temporal punishment of sin is 
spoken of. Now nobody could be at a loss to find snch 
passages, since it is well known that a system of temporal 
rewards and punishments, administered by the direct 
supernatural agency of God, was the very character- 
istic of the Jewish Thoocracy. See, for example, Deut. 
xxviii., where the blessings promised for obedience and 
the judgments denounced for disobedience are exclu- 
sively of a temporal character, or the whole book of Job, 
the theme of which is the problem whether suffering in 
this life be not necessarily and invariably a mark of the 
Divine displeasure. Since, then, under that dispensation 
temporal prosperity was recognised as an ordinary mark of 
God's favour, we have nodifficulty in understanding the nar- 
rative (2 Sam. 12), to which our correspondent has referred. 
David, after a course of heinous sins, beginning with adul- 
tery and ending in murder, is on his sincere repentance 
forgiven, and restored to God's favour. However, we are 
told that because by this deed he had given great occasion 
to the enemies of the Lord to blaspheme, the child that had 
been born of his adultery should die. Surely, under a dis- 
pensation in which long life, riches, honour, temporal pros- 
perity, were the rewards promised for obedience to God's 
commands (I Kings, iii., 11.-14.,), if David had after his 
crimes enjoyed the same outward marks of God's favoar as 
before, what end would there have been to the blasphemies 
which the enemies of the Lord would have uttered against 
Him who had called such a sinner the man after God's own 
heart? 



We know, however, that under the Christian dispensa- 
tion we are taught to regard outward prosperity as no cer- 
tain mark of God's favour, or temporal strfleriBg at any 
token of his displeasure. Our Lord Jesus, who brought 
life and immortality to light, has enabled us by the eye of 
faith to see realities before which the highest pleasures or 
pains of this life fade into insignificance. We know that 
in this life the irreligious are often permitted to enjoy 
a large share of this world's prosperity, while God often 
visits with severe trials those whom He loves. But He has 
taught them to look not at the things which are seen, but 
at those which are not seen, and to disregard their " light 
affliction, which endureth but for a moment,'' in comparison 
of the eternal weight of glory which is to be their portion 
hereafter. 

Now, the Roman Catholic theory is, that under the Chris- 
tian dispensation a system of temporal punishment i3 still 
kept up ; that every sin is necessarily visited with its appro- 
priate temporal punishment ; and that these punishments 
are not remitted to those who are reconciled to God through 
Christ Jesus : that all the magnificent promises of the for- 
giveness of sin that we read of in the gospel ore not with- 
out reservation, as they appear to be, but that they only 
relate to the eternal, not the temporal, punishment of sin. 
And if we say that we do not seethe sins of Christians 
thus regularly visited by temporal punishment, True ! it 
is replied, and, therefore, there must be some place in the 
other world where such punishments are inflicted before 
the pardoned sinner can be admitted to glory. 

We can only repeat to our correspondent the question 
which he has not answered. Where is all this theory men- 
tioned in the New Testament ? We read in the Old Testa- 
ment of punishments in this life inflicted on God's people for 
their sins, to testify even to unbelievers his hatred of sin. We 
know by experience that earthly sufrering is often the ap- 
pointed discipline by which the children of God are made 
to grow in grace ; but these punishments in another life 
inflicted on the pardoned people of God, on what scripture 
authority do they rest ? Is there any likelihood that the 
apostles, who never feared to tell their converts fairly every 
suffering that awaited them, should never on any occasion 
have happened in any of their writings to make any allur 
sion to them ? 

So much for our first argument ad ignorantiam, and we 
now proceed to the second, in which we really do not know 
what Mr. Nash accuses us of. The writerwas discussing the 
question whether any secret intention of a minister can in- 
validate a sacrament, and he quoted a passage from St. 
Thomas Aquinas which clearly expresses and justifies the 
doctrine we hold on the subject; but he mentioned some 
other passages in St. Thomas that prevented us from 
claiming him as absolutely on our side. Now, if we under- 
stand Mr. Nash rightly, he is himself opposed to the mo^ 
dern ultramontane doctrine of intention, and he is not 
pleased with us because we did not claim St. Thomas as 
being positively and decisively in onr favour. He gives us 
a quotation to establish his views ; but he seems to have 
overlooked that it is one of the passages cited in the dia- 
logue itself. The only fault, then, it would seem, that oui 
correspondent can find with us is, that our author was too 
candid, in refusing to strengthen his argument by the autho- 
rity of a divine, when he knew that though he might allege 
a strong passage on one side, there were other passages 
which might be fairly alleged on the other. Mr. Nosh may 
call this "getting np a sham-fight," but we can assure our 
readers that all the arguments were used in a real cor 
respondence on both sides ; and we think they will see in 
our conduct only the marks of fairness and honesty. 

However, we can have no objection to have Aquinas on 
our side, since Mr. Nash makes him a present to us, and 
the only question is, whether Mr. Nash can hold the 
Church of England doctrine of intention, and yet be a 
faithful member of the Church of Rome. He says that a 
Catholic is not bound to adopt a prevalent modem opinion 
in the Church, when other views are permitted him. We 
doubt, in the first place, whether on this subject other 
views are permitted him : since the rubrics in the canon 
of the mass appear plainly to teach that consecration may 
be vitiated by secret defects in the intention of the minis- 
ter. And, secondly, even if the authorised documents of 
his Church were less clear, a faithful Roman Catholic would 
be cautious before he ventured to oppose himself to a 
"prevalent modern doctrine" in his Church. By such op- 
position he might not, indeed, be guilty of formal heresy, 
out he might be simply " rash, scandalous, impious, savour- 
ing of heresy."* There are many disputes in the Church 
of Rome as to the seat of infallibility ; but the theory in 
which all parlies seem to agree is, that the doctrine which 
ultimately prevails in the Church is the true one. It is, 
then, much safer for a member of a Church in which the 
prevalence of an opinion is the test of its truth to allow a 
disputant to place him on the horns of a dilemma than to 

« A man desirous of signalising himself by novelty of teaching in 
the Church, without acta illy incurring the outward consequences of 
formal heresy, may hod, if he lias a censurably hardened conscience, 
ample senpe in the extensive Held of censurable matter, without run- 
ning fonl of one tittle that is defide; for he may Incur twenty-three 
different censures and yet steer clear ot formal hetesy ; hie doctrines 
may be savouring; of heresy, suspected of heresy, close on heresy, 
scliismatical, Jewish, pagan, atheistical, blasphemous, impious, erro- 
neous, close upon error, savouring or suspected of error, scandalous, 
temerarious, seditious, ill-sounding, offensive to pious ean, las. Ifxaljr 
to seduce the simple, insane, rabuloas and lying, apoeryBbal, iaapra- 
bable, aud antiquated 1 (Faber on Canonisation, p. US.) In* last 
censure, " antiquated," b veVy likely to be incurred By one wno 
opposes a " prevalent modem opinion." 
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ran the risk of heresy, by opposing a prevalent doctrine in 
.Us Church. .. 

At any rate, what we are concerned with is not the pri- 
vate opinion of one of onr correspondents, bat the preva- 
lent doctrine in the Roman Catholic Church, and it still 
remains true that while thatChnrch makes men's salvation 
absolutely dependent on the validity of the sacraments 
which they receive, her doctrine of intention makes it 
absolutely impossible for any individual to know whether 
he has ever received a true Bacrament or not. As for the 
retort, that there is equal uncertainty as to the sacraments 
of the Church of England, we have fully answered it in our 
April number. 

Our correspondent reminds us, in conclnsion, that onr 
time is only wasted in discussing individnal dogmas. And 
it is very true that if the infallibility of the Church could 
be once demonstrated, there would be an end of all fur- 
ther discussion. We have "implicit faith in the Re- 
deemer, as having made a perpetual provision for the 
poor and ignorant, as well as the learned, in a visible in- 
stitution, and by miraculous agency;" but when it is 
asserted that the teaching of this visible institution must 
always be free from any mixture of error, we believe this 
to be a rash and precarious inference. And our corres- 
pondent acknowledges that it is net a matter of demon- 
strative certainty. Any question, then, which is proved 
by probable evidence (as distinct from demonstrative) 
must be decided by balancing opposite probabilities. And 
it is quite to the purpose, besides discussing, as we have 
sever shrunk from doing, the direct proofs of the infalli- 
bility of the Church of Rome, to examine whether her de- 
cisions on individual dogmas are in accordance with rea- 
son, with Scripture, and with history.] 
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ON TRANSUBSTANTIATION. 

TO THE EDITOR OF THE CATHOLIC LAYMAN. 

Sin, — I have carefully read your answer to my letter on 
the doctrine of the Real Presence of Christ in the 
Eucharist ; but before I notice your objections, you will 
give me leave to say a few words, to which I earnestly 
invite the attention of your readers. I wish it to be dis- 
tinctly understood that I have no sympathy with those, 
if there be any such persons, who believe that discus- 
sion would, in any way, prove injurious to the Roman 
Catholic religion. On the contrary, I firmly believe 
that it would be of incalculable service to it ; because 
almost all the knowledge which Protestants have of 
Catholic principles is derived from Protestant books. I 
have some of those books myself, and, pray what do 
they all say ? Why, they say, beware of Popish books, 
Popish priests, and Popish superstition — Papists are 
idolators, dust-worshippers, &c., &c Thus, not one Pro- 
testant out of a million ever had an opportunity of know- 
ing the genuine Catholic principles. They will not, or do 
not, read our works to see our real doctrines ; but apply to 
polluted sources for information. As the county Wexford 
man said, " The little knowledge which Protestants pos- 
sess of our religion is borrowed entirely from the decla- 
mations of pulpit violence, and misrepresentation of 
interested prejudice."' In general, Catholic principles are 
exhibited in all the dark colourings of malevolence, and 
in all the ludicrous shapes of low ribaldry. In the words 
of the poet — 

" A hideous figure of their foes they draw ; 
Nor lines, nor looks, nor shades, nor colours true, 
And this grotesque design expose to public view — 
And yet the daubing pleases." 
The Catholic Layman, then, if it be honestly and 
fairly conducted, will remedy this state of things, as it will 
bring our genuine doctrines home to those who never knew 
them before— doctrines, sir, which would not be found 
wanting if tested by the touchstone of eternal truth ; 
because each and every one of them bears unmistakeably 
the impress of heaven. Let no calumny find its way into 
the columns of your journal ; insert the letters of your 
Catholic correspondents ; in your imaginary dialogues put 
strong argumen | at the side of the Catholic interlocutor 
(hitherto you have not done this last, though you are able), 
and I, for one, have no fear for the result. On the con- 
trary, if you do these things I believe that the Catholic 
Layman will prove the best periodical, for the reasons 
above stated, that ever appeared in this country in the 
cause of Catholicism ; because, through its medium, thou- 
sands, I am persuaded, who are now wandering in the 
valley of the shadow of death, will be converted. 1 cannot 
conclude these remarks without tendering you my best 
thanks for the space you have, from time to time, given me 
in your journal, and without saying that I admire 
your fairness, as far, at least, as my letters are con- 
cerned, you have published them in full, mot a mot, for 
which I am grateful. Craving pardon for here occupying 
so much of your valuable space, I now turn to the imme- 
diate subject under consideration. 

In the first place, you bring forward Judas ; but I cannot 
conceive for what reason, or how the case of that prince of 
apostates affords any solid argument against the Real 
Presence ; as it is admitted by all that he received the holy 
Eucharist unworthily ; and St. Paul tells us that " he that 
eateth and drinkeih unworthily, eateth and drinketh judg- 
ment to himself, not discerning the body of the Lord.'' 
1 Cor., xi. 29. Sorely, wo cannot be required to discern .„„ „„.„„ „„,„ 
the body of Christ where it is not. Judas, then, actually j he had said 



means follows that he was to have everlasting life by so 
doing, because it is only to the worthy receiver that the 
promises in the 6th chapter of St. John are made. There- 
fore, the everlasting death of Judas cannot be considered 
as excluding the Real Presence of Christ from the sacra- 
ment of the Eucharist. 

Next, you tell me that our Lord used forms of expres- 
sions " precisely similar'' to that of "This is my body," 
without transubstantiation. Now, if you could substantiate 
that assertion — if you could clearly and unequivocally 
prove that the phrases— The rock was Christ ; I am the 
door ; this chalice is the New Testament in my blood, 
&c., &c., were precisely similar in their nature, as you 
assert, to the words of the institution of the Eucharist, 
the dispute were at an end ; but I fearlessly defy you to 
do so. You are caught there without any hopes of 
escaping ; for any man of common sense, any gramma- 
tical tyro, can see that tbey not only are not precisely 
similar, but that they are altogether different. So that it 
is exceedingly ridiculous to compare or liken them. If 
the forms of expression were thus— I am "a" door ; " I 
am "a" vine; this chalice is " a" Testament, &c., &c. — 
employing the indefinite, instead of the definite article — 
I own you would have some reason for saying they were 
similar ; and that if one thing were transubstantiated the 
others would be also. The, the definite article, how- 
ever, being employed in all those expressions, clearly and 
unmistakeably shows that they ore figurative, and bear no 
manner of resemblance to "This is my body," which is a 
plain form, containing no figure of speech. For instance, 
Christ is not " a" door, but " the" door ; that is to say, all 
must enter heaven through or by Him. There is not, Mr. 
Editor, a figurative form of expression from beginning to 
end of the sacred volume) ike that of " This is my body," 
"This is my blood." 

You refer next to St Augustine, and endeavour to drag 
him over to your side — to your real but figurative presence; 
but how could he teach the Protestant doctrine on 
this point, when I find the following in the genuine works 
of that great luminary of the Church, viz. : — "How David 
could be carried in his own hands we find not, but in 
Christ we do, for he was carried in his own hands ; when, 
giving his body, He said, • This is my body,' for then he 
carried that body in his own hands." — Ser. 83, Ps. And 
again — " Christ commending the Sacrament of the faith- 
ful to us, said — ' Except you eat, Ac., you cannot have 
life in you.' So the life saith of life : and to him that 
thinketh the life to be a liar, this meat shall be death and 
not life to him." — Ser. 2. de Yer. A., o. 1. 

As this letter is intended for the June number of the 
Catholic Layman, I must necessarily conclude. 
Your humble servant, 

William Roubke. 
Passage, 1st June, 1856. 

[If our readers will take the trouble of referring to the 
former letter of our respected correspondent, they will 
see that he adduced our Lord's words in John vi., 52, 
56 — " The bread that I will give is my flesh, <fec. ;'' 
" My flesh is meat indeed, and my blood is drink indeed," 
in proof that there was a real, corporeal presence 
of Christ's body and blood in the Eucharist. We 
replied, that if the flesh and blood here spoken of 
meant our Lord's actual literal flesh and blood, received 
in the Lord's Supper, then Judas ought to have been 
saved ; for our Lord had said — " If any man eat of this 
bread, he shall live for ever." Mr. Rourke now replies, that 
" it is only to the worthy receiver that the promises in 
the 6th chapter of St. John are made." This statement, 
though true, does not save his argument. We beg to 
remind our correspondent that he is arguing for the 
itiict, literal, verbal truth of the passages which he quoted. 
We availed ourselves of the common logical argument, 
ex absurdo, to prove to him that if this principle of in- 
terpretation were adopted.it would lead to a plain con- 
tradiction. Mr. Rourke now tries to avoid the difficulty 
by assuming that, besides the actual literal eating and 
drinking of Christ's flesh and blood, the receiver must be 
worthy, i.e.— must have faith. In other words, Mr. 
Rourke gives up the literal principle of interpretation, and 
unconsciously adopts the doctrine of the Church of 
England, that " the means whereby the body of Christ 
is received and eaten in the supper {i.e., that body of 
Christ, theeatiog of which, according to His own promise, 
confers spiritual life) is faith." In this conclusion, we, 
of course, agree with him ; but we need scarcely remind 
him, that this is not the doctrine of the Church of Rome, 
which holds that tho bodj of Christ is received alike 
by those who have not faith and those who have. 

Our correspondent expresses such admiration of St. 
Augustine, whom he justly styles " that great luminary 
of the Church," that we are tempted to quote his 
interpretation of our Lord's words in John vi., which 
will perhaps prove more convincing to Mr. Rourke 
than any exposition of ours. The Jews, it will be re- 
membered, strove among themselves, saying, "How 
can this man give us his flesh to eat?" (John vi. 53.) 
St. Augustine comments on our Lord's reply to this 
objection, as follows: — 

"Christ instructed them, and said unto them; * It is 

the spirit that quickenetb ; the flesh proflteth nothing ; 

the words which I speak uuto you are spirit and life.' As if 

1 Understand spiritually what I have 



which you see ; and you are not about to drink this iden- 
tical blood, which they who crucify me will pour out I 
have commended unto you a certain sacrament, whieb, if 
spiritually understood, will vivify you ; though it must 
be celebrated visibly, it must be understood invisibly.' 4 
No one who reads these words can imagine for a moment 
that St. Augustine held the doctrine of transubstantia- 
tion. 

We have but little space to reply to Mr. Rourke's 
remaining objections. He says, " If you could clearly 
and unequivocally prove that the phrases, the rock was 
Christ ; I am the door ; this chalice is the New Testa- 
ment in my blood, were precisely similar in their nature 
to the words of the institution of the Eucharist, the dis- 
pute were at an end." Surely, Mr. Rourke must see that 
this admission is fatal to his argument. He can hardly 
deny that the last of the three passages just cited, "This 
chalice is the New Testament in my blood,' is "precisely 
similar to the words of the institution of the Eucharist," 
for this plain reason, that they are the very words of in- 
stitution itself. The Eucharist, we need scarcely remind 
our readers, was instituted under a double form — that of 
bread and wine. The words of institution of the former 
were, "This is my body;" and of the latter, "This chalice 
is the New Testament in my blood." We argued that a 
similar principle of interpretation must be applied to 
these two phrases; and, that as nobody can believe that a 
chalice, or cup, can be literally and physically a testa- 
ment, so, in like manner, we cannot be called on to be- 
lieve that the bread can be literally and physically Christ's 
body. Our argument turned on the meaning to be as- 
signed to the verb " is'' (ton) ; and the distinction whieb. 
Mr. Rourke endeavours to set up between the definite and 
indefinite article is plainly beside the question. There 
is no difference, that we can see, between the phrase*, 
" This chalice is a Testament," and, " This chalice is the 
New Testament," except this, that in the former, the 
chalice, or cup, is said to represent a testament in gene- 
ral, and in the latter it is said to represent or symbolise 
the particular testament which was then instituted. In 
both cases alike, it is evident to common sense, that an 
actual physical identity of the two things compared is out 
of the question ; and, if so, the same principle is appli- 
cable to the words, " This is my body." 

With regard to Mr. Rourke's quotations from St Augus- 
tine, we might safely leave them to be refuted by the pas- 
sage which we have cited above ; but for the satisfaction 
of our respected correspondent, who has evidently a 
great respect for the opiqion of that eminent Father, we 
will add one extract more. St Augustine, in his treatise 
against Adimautus, writes as follows : " The Lord did not 
hesitate to say, 'This is my body,' when he gave the 
sign of his body." (Nonenim Dominus dubitavit dieere, 
Hoc est corpus meum, cum sionum darec corporis sui.— 
St. Aug., Tom. viii., col. 131). It was, therefore, '• «** 
sign" of his body that our Lord carried in his own hands, 
according to St. Augustine— a conclusion, we beg to add, 
in entire accordance with reason and common sense, and 
to which we hope Mr. Rourke will subscribe. 

We beg to thank our respected correspondent for the 
flattering terms in which he has noticed our labours, in 
the earlier part of his letter. The fact that our columns 
are freely thrown open to all Roman Catholio correspon- 
dents is the best proof which we can offer, that we do 
not wish to keep back from the knowledge of jur readers 
the strongest arguments that can be brought forward on 
the side of the Church of Rome. We can assure Mr. 
Rourke that since the commencement of our journal, onr 
object has been to adopt the honest, consistent, impartial 
course which he describes. We gladly accept his ac- 
knowledgment, that we have dealt fairly with all the 
communications with which he has favoured us, and 
our earnest desire is, that (in the words of our corres- 
pondent) our labours may tend to promote the cause of 
true Catholicism in Ireland.] 



WAS ST. PETER AGAINST BIBLE READING? 

TO THE EDITOR OF THE CATHOLIC LAYMAN. 

Ma. Editor, there is no use in talking, but the Bibles 
are spreading in spite of the priests; and the queerest 
thing of all is, the more the boys are warned against 
them, the more eager they're for them. Myself often 
thinks they're like the pigs down in our parts ; you must 
pull them east if you want them to go west. But, anyhow, 
we had a great sermon last Sunday from father John on 
the head of it. '■ Boys," says be, "I hear that some of 
ye are setting yourselves up for reading the Bible, jand 
that ye think yourselves able to understand it; but," 
says he, " I'll soon take the conceit out of ye, and I'll 
show ye that 'twould take wiser men than ye to under- 
stand that book. I'll leave it to the book itself," says he ; 
li and 'twill tell you that the likes of you couldn't by any 
means comprehend it." So, with that he opened the 
Douay Bible, " and," says he, " St. Peter says that the 
Bible contains 'certain things hard to be understood, 
which the unlearned and unstable wrest, as they do also 
the other Scriptures, to their own destruction.' * Now, 

• Spiritunllter Iotelligite quod loculai mm. Nan hoc corpuf, q**s 
vldeilt, muilucMurl eMt ; M blbltarl Ilium unrainim que* 
fusori turn qui uMcruclifrat. S. Aug. open. Ed. Ben. torn, iv., 
Col. 10S6. 

• S Peter, IU. M. 



